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JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT -
Jurisdiction to hear this appeal in the above-entitled action is 
conferred upon the Supreme Court pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 78-2— 
2 (5) and pursuant to Rule 42 and 45 (c) of the Utah Rules of 
Appellate Procedure. 
This case was assigned to the Court of Appeals on July 20, 1993. 
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES -
This case is not new to the Court of Appeals. 
Please refer to Utah Court of Appeals Case Number 890230, In 
this case5 "costs" were awarded to Appellants. 
ISSUE #1 - Appellants have been denied these "costs" by Order of 
the Third District Court . Their Judgment s^nd Execution Orders 
were set aside by the Third District Court, in direct violation 
of Rule 34 Cd) Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
ISSUE #2 - Not only did the Third District Court ignore urgent 
and documented pleadings submitted by Appellants, but the Third 
District Court refused to allow Pro Se Appellants to appear in 
Court to present their evidence and testimony. 
ISSUE #3 - The Third District Court totally ignored Appellants' 
allegations that Plaintiffs' attorney garnished their money from 
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Valley Bank, then he told the Court that the "Bolinders received 
the garnished funds back. « ." Nhen, in fact, they never did. 
Appellants have alleged theft of their money, and perjury by 
Plaintiffs' lawyer. Appellants filed with the Third District 
Court a Motion to Censure Plaintiffs' Attorney. Please see 
Document #1240 in the Court File. 
CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS -
Utah State Constitution Article I, Section lis 
All courts shall be open, and every person, for AH injury done to 
him in his person, property or reputation, shall have remedy by 
due process of law, which shall be administered without denial or 
unnecesssary delay5 and no person shall be barred from 
prosecuting or defending before any tribunal in this State by 
himself or counsel, any civil cause to which he is a party* 
Utah State Constitution Article I, Section 24: 
All laws of a general nature shall have uniform operation. 
Appellants interpret this to mean that Pro Se petitioners have 
the right to have Oral Arguments before the Court and the right 
to have their pleadings equally considered by the court* 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE -
1 — Appellants meticulously followed Rule 34 (d) Utah Rules of 
Cxvil Procedure. The Third District Court entered Judgment for 
Appellants in the amount of $849.72. Please see Judgment 
Document #1180. See Also Addedum Item #1 stamped "JUDGEMENT", 
Later, on January 23, 1991, the Third District Court issued 
an Execution in Appellants favor. Please see Document #1193. 
2 — in absolute violation of Rule 34 (d) Plaintiffs' lawyer 
convinced the Third District Court to Set Aside Appellants' 
properly entered Judgment and Execution Orders. 
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3 — The Third District would not allow Appellants to present 
their testimony. Requests for Oral Argument and strenuous 
arguments against Plaintiffs' lawyer's pleadings were all denied. 
4 — Since Plaintiffs' lawyer took Appellants money from Valley 
Bank and then told the Court that the money had been returned, 
Appellants have made formal allegations against Plaintiffs' 
1awyer as fo11ows: 
A. Theft of plaintiff's money in Valley Bank account. 
B. Perjury by telling the Court the money had been returned* 
5 — Appellants have n&ver received the money garnished from 
Valley Bank* Please see Addendem Item #5 
6 — Plaintiffs lawyer has never been censured for his actions. 
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT -
Rule 34 (d) is very plain, very simple, and should be binding 
upon the Third District Court. 
Appellants carefully followed each step, filing their Memorandum 
of Costs and Disbursements on December 13, 1990= A copy was hand 
delivered to Plaintiffs' lawyer on December 13, 1990= 
The five (5) day objection period expired on December IS, 1990. 
Plaintiffs' lawyer did not file an objection within the 5 day 
period! And, on December 24, 1990, eleven (11) days after 
filing the Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements, the Third 
District Court entered Judgment in the amount of $849=72 in 
Appellants' favor. Court Document #1180. Addendum Item #1. 
Plaintiff's lawyer filed a time barred objection on December 27, 
1990, long after the specific five day time period for filing an 
objection had expired, 
On January 23, 1991 the Court issued an Order of Execution. See 
Document #1193 and #1213 in the Court file. 
Then, months later, on April 22, 1991, Plaintiffs' l&wy&r filed a 
Motion for Relief from the Order of Execution, 
Again, many months later, to the amazement of Appellants, and 
over the most urgent pleadings in opposition to their Motion for 
Relief, the Third District Court on September 24, 1991 vacated 
the Judgment and the Execution Orders granted to Appellants. 
Appellants tried and tried to appear before the Third District 
Court, but all Motions ^nd Requests for Oral Arguments were 
denied. Please see Addendum Items #2, #3, and #4. 
A R G U M E N T 
ARGUMENT 1 - Judgment against Plaintiffs for the "costs" granted 
by the Court of Appeals was properly entered in the Judgment 
Docket on December 24, 1990. See Addendum Item #1. 
1. Rule 34 (d) Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure states% 
Prucedur^ — Rule 34 (d) " The adverse party may, within 5 days 
of service of the bill of costs, serve and file a notice o^ 
objection, together with a motion to have the costs taxed by the 
trial court. IF THERE IS NO OBJECTION TO THE COST BILL WITHIN 
THE ALLOTTED TIME, THE CLERK OF THE TRIAL COURT SHALL TAX THE 
COSTS AS FILED AND ENTEP JUDGMENT FOR THE PARTY ENTITLED THEREO, 
WHICH JUDGMENT SHALL BE ENTERED IN THE JUDGMENT DOCKET WITH THE 
SAME FORCE AND EFFECT AS IN THE CASE OF OTHER JUDGMENTS OF RECORD 
STATEMENT OF TRUE FACTS 
1= Defendants Bolinder filed their Memorandum of Costs and 
Disbursements on December 13, 1990, within the 15 day period-
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2 = On December 13, 1990 Defendant Vern H, Bolinder personally 
HAND DELIVERED a copy of this Hemo to David M. Wahlquist's office 
3. Beginning on or about December 20, 1990, Defendant Vern 
Bolinder began calling the Clerk's office on a daily basis to see 
if the Clerk had entered Judgment in Defendants' favor. First 
the clerk could not find the document, Another clerk could not 
find the document. Someone said that the clerk who should have 
it was away for 10 days. Finally, Vern was able to get a clerk 
to go through this girl's basket, where the document was finally 
found, 
4* Next, Vern Bolinder called David Shewell, who finally 
processed the document and entered Judgment against the Weavers 
on or about December 24, 1990- Item Number 3 on Plaintiffs' 
lawyer's Statement of facts states: "The Court has never made 
any ruling with respect to the Memorandum of Costs and 
Disbursements." 
The Court DID MAKE THE RULING - it is Execution No, 2146069. 
Please See Addendum Item #1. 
5« Plaintiffs' Objection was finally mailed to Defendants on 
December 27, 1990, which was way beyond the 5 day period as-
prescribed in Rule 34 (d), Plaintiff's lawyer was asleep. 
6. On January 23, 1991 Defendants Bolinder mailed a copy of 
their Execution Order to Plaintiffs' lawyer. What did 
Plaintiffs' lawyer do? He waited 90 days and filed a Motion for 
Relief, which the Third District Court granted months later, 
7, With regard to Plaintiffs' lawyer's garnishment of Bolinders" 
funds, immediately after Plaintiffs received a Judgment against 
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Defendants Bolmder, Plaintiffs' lawyer did the following: 
A- Garnished Vern H. Bolmder's account at Valley Bant' 
B- Garnished Vern H« Bolmder's account at Mountain 
America Credit Union. 
8. Since part of Vern' s Social Security checl* was m the 
Mountain America account, Judge Uno ruled that Plaintiffs' lawyer 
could not take that money. 
Q
» However, Plaintiffs' lawyer took and kept tre money f^om 
Valley Bank. HE TOOK THE MONEY AND HE NEVER GAVE IT BACh . 
See Addendum I tern #5 
ARGUMENT 2 - Plaintiffs' lawyer, on December 27, 1990 said: 
"Bolmders received the garnished funds back . They have na right 
to tax either the garnished funds or interest thereon as costs." 
Please see Document #1205. This is an absolute lie. The 
Bolmders would have gladly received the garnished funds hacf' » 
If the money had been given bacl- to the Bolmders, Plaintiffs' 
lawyer would have a cancelled check. Plaintiffs' lawyer kept the 
funds garnished fr-om Valley Banf* and justice demands that this 
money, plus interest, be returned to the Bolmders. 
Appellants firmly alleges 
A. Plaintiffs' lawyer tool' and kept their money, (Theft) 
B. Plaintiffs' lawyer lied to the Court when he said that 
the money had been returned to the Bolmders. (Perjury) 
It is interesting to note that, at the time the Judgement was 
entered against the Bolmders, the Bolmders decided to offer to 
mal-e monthly payments on the judgement until the house could be 
sold and then to pay off the balance. If Plaintiffs' lawyer had 
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made a courtesy telephone call to the Bolinders, they would hat^/e 
made payments and eventully paid off the judgment, thinking that 
a jury decision could not be changed. The Garnishment of 
Bolinders" account at Valley Bank destroyed the credibility the 
Bolinders had worked 40 years to establish. 
ARGUMENT #3 - All of these facts were before Judge Lewis, who 
repeatedly refused to allow Appellants to testify. 
Appellants tried and tried to appear before Judge Lewis to 
present their evidence and their testimony» Judge Lewis flatly 
refused, and then, contrary to Rule 34, the Judge set aside the 
Judgment a^nd Execution which had been carefully and properly 
entered in Bolinders' favor. Please see Addendum Items #1, #2, 
#3, and #4*, 
ARGUMENT #4 - The Third District Court totally ignored the theft 
and perjury charges Appellants presented against Plaintiff's 
lawyer, Please see Addendum Items #2, #3 and #4. 
Plaintiffs' lawyer's Garnishment action of March 7, 1989 was 
entirely proper and legal. However, the Judgement was reversed 
by the Court of Appeals on November 14, 1990. Thus, on December 
13, 1990 the Bolinders listed this garnishment amount on their 
Memorandum of Costs and Disbursements. 
Plaintiffs' lawyer's statement that the garnished funds had been 
returned, while the judgement was still in force is purB hogwash. 
Appellants ask the Court of Appeals to consider their Motion to 
Censure Plaintiffs' Attorney. Please see Document #1240. 
As of this date. Appellants have been denied the "costs" granted 
by the Court of Appeals and taken away by the District Court. 
Also, Plaintiffs' lawyer still has the money he garnished from 
Appellants' Valley Bank Account. 
Furthermore3 no action has been taken against Plaintiffs' lawyer 
for these unconscionable actions. He is laughing up his sleeve 
while acusing the Bolinders of ". . toying with the legal 
system.18 See Plaintiffs' Memo dated March 2, 1993. 
EXAMPLE; One of Appellants' neighbors was arrested for stealing 
a $35.00 coat. It was in the winter and he was cold. But he was 
sentenced to 6 months in the Salt Lake County Jail for 
shoplifting. 
However5 in contrast, this highly respected lawyer took twice 
this amount of money from the Bolinders, which he kept. Then he 
lied to the Court when he told the Court that the money had been 
returned. Isn't this theft and perjury? See Record at #1205. 
And, if so3 why didn't the Third District Court, at the very 
least, allow Appellants the right to appear in Court to so 
testify? Please See Addendum Items #2, #3, and #4. 
Appellants ask the Court of Appeals to investigate and to take 
appropriate actions against Plaintiffs* lawyer and the Third 
District Court. 
C O N C L U S I O N 
Governor J. Bracken Lee once said: "A license to practice law, 
is a license to steal." 
If this is true, please so advise Appellants and they will forget 
about trying to get back their money from Appellants lawyer. 
They will then try to be patient and wait for a higher tribunal. 
In the beginning the Weavers and the Bolinders were very good 
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friends. The Bolinders trusted the Heavers and sold them their 
dr&s.m home on a contracts All was sunshine ^nd roses. 
Later5 the Weavers moved to Oregon and defaulted on their 
contract. But, they talked with a lawyer who convinced them he 
could get back all the money they had put into the home. So, the 
Weavers spent $30,000 in legal fees, only to find the Third 
District Court ^nd the Court of Appeals ruled against them. 
Now3 the impoverished Bolinders cannot even collect the "costs" 
awarded them fay the Court of Appeals. Also, the Bolinders have 
three large lawyer bills of their own that they B.r& still unable 
to pay. Is it possible for poor people to find justice? 
Should the Court of Appeals decide in Appellants' favor, 
Appellants respectfully ask for an award of "costs" in connection 
with this appeal5 which was necessitated fay the fact that the 
Third District Court took away the "costs" previously awarded fay 
the Court of Appeals. 
DATED AND SIGNED this 20th day of August/ 1993 
-<*£Z<^j 
Julienne Bolxnder, Pro Se Vern H. Bolinder, Pro Se 
CERTIFICATE OF HAND DELIVERY 
I certify that I hand delivered 2 copies of the above Appellant"s 
Brief, this 20th day of August, 1993 to: 
David H« Wahlquist, 
Kirton, McConkie & Reelman 
60 East So. Temple, Suite 1800, 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
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Verri H. Bolinder 
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Vern H. Bolinder 
Julienne J. Bolinder 
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FILED 
DISTPICT COURT 
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IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 
STATE OF UTAH 
BY 
SfiDflEf&AKE COUNTY 
BART J. WEAVER and 
LAURIE WEAVER, 
Plaintiffs and Respondent 
VERN H. BOLINDER and 
JULIENNE BOLINDER 
Defendants and Appellants 
MEMORANDUM OF COSTS 
AND DISBURSEMENTS ^ ^ f ^ ^ ^ 
Civil No. 860906056 
Judge Raymond Uno 
COMES NOW Defendants Vern H- Bolinder and Julienne Bolinder, 
Defendants and Appellants in the above-titled case, and, pursuant 
to Decision of the Court of Appeals Case No. 890230-CA in which 
Costs to appellants were granted, these costs as allowed by 
Rule 34 of Utah Rules of Appellate Procedure, ar^ as follows: 
Cost of Appeal to the Supreme Court $125.00 
Cost on Appeal Bond dated March 9, 1939 50.00 
4 Transcripts, Kenneth Allen, CSR 
Reimbursement of funds Garnished from 
Vern H. Bolinder's account at Valley Bank 
on March 8, 1989 
Interest expense on funds garnished 
Docketing Statement and Motion for Summary 
Disposition Halls Secretarial Service 
Brief Costs Halls Secretarial Service 
179.00 
73.64 
15.03 
269.45 
137.60 
Total Costs on Appeal and Garnishment $849.72 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
BART J. WEAVER and 
LAURIE WEAVER, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
VERN H. BOLINDER and 
JULIENNE BOLINDER, 
Defendants. 
COURT'S RULING 
CASE NO. 860906056 
A Notice to Submit having been filed, pursuant to Rule 4-501, 
Code of Judicial Administration, in connection with defendants' 
Motion to Set Aside Order and Request for Oral Argument, the Court 
having reviewed the Motion, Memorandum in support and the 
Memorandum in opposition, and the Court being fully advised and 
finding good cause, rules as stated herein. 
The Requests for Oral Argument is denied. The Motion to Set 
Aside Order is denied. JSA*. 1 
Dated thisy day of-ftpri-i/, 1993. 
LESLIE A. LEWIS '•* 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE^ 
Vern H. Bolinder 
Julienne J. Bolinder 
P. 0. Box 391 
Midvale, UT 84047 
Phone: 262-3201 
IN THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
BART J. WEAVER and 
LAURIE WEAVER, 
Plaintiffs 
VERN H. BOLINDER and 
JULIENNE BOLINDER 
Defendants 
REQUEST FOR 
ORAL ARGUMENT 
Civil No. 860906056 
Judge Leslie Lewis 
COMES NOW, Defendants Bolinder and asks the Court for permission 
to appear in open Court to challenge Plaintiffs' Attorney to 
return to Defendants Bolmder the money he took from their Valley 
Bank account, plus legal interest, and to present testimony in 
support of Defendants Bolinder's Motion to Set Aside Order Dated 
September 24, 1992 as filed with the Court on February 9, 1992. 
DATED AND SIGNED this 3rd day of March, 1993 
Vern H. Bolinder, Pro Se 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILIN6 
I, hereby certify that I mailed a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing Request for Oral Argument, by first class mail, postage 
prepaid, this 3rd day of March, 1993 to: 
David Wahlquist 
Kirton, McConkie, Etc. Suite 1300 
60 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
y/&m H. Bolinder 
CJjirir District Court 
Vern H. Bolinder March 30, 1993 
Julienne J, Bolinder 
P.O. Box 391 
Midvale, Utah 84047 
Re: Bart J. Weaver 
vs. 
Vern H. Bolinder 
Case No. 860906056 
Dear Mr. Bolinder, 
Please find enclosed herein your "Notice to Submit for Decision". 
The same makes no reference to a "Motion". Request for Oral Argument 
is not a motion, accordingly this Court will not respond to your notice, 
Thank you 
Ann Jessen 
Deputy Court Clerk 
cc. David Wahlquist 
Kirton, McConkie, Etc. Suite 1800 
60 East South Temple 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 
240 East 400 South / Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 / 801-535-5581 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
330 South Third East 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
Telephone: (801) 521-36 80 
In the . 
In and for 
FILED 
PICT^IT COURT 
BART J, WEAVER a 
LAURIE WEAVER 
FiLED 
r
" U A R 13 p;; | : C i 
SALT LAKE DEPARTKNT , Court 
VERN H. BOLINDER, JULIENNE 
BOLINDER and BACKMAN TITLE CO 
Defendant 
THE STATE OF UTAH TO: 
Valley Bank and Trust Company 
z^County, State of Utah 
Writ of Garnishment 
(Not for garnishment of earnings 
for personal services) 
Civil No. 8 6 0 9 0 6 0 6 5 
L A ^ V O 
, Garnishee. 
YOU ARE HERE BY ATTACHED as garnishee in the above entitled action and all credits, effects, debts, choses in 
action, money and other personal property of the Defendant(s) in your possession or under your control, whether now 
due or hereafter to become due, are hereby attached. 
YOU ARE COMMANDED not to pay any debtdue orto becomedueto Defendant(s)and to retain possessionand 
control of all personal property, effects and choses in action of Defendant(s) until further order of this Court. 
YOU ARE FURTHER REQUIRED to answer the interrogatories attached hereto in detail and to file your verified 
answer thereto with the Clerk oftheCourt within ten days from the date of service of this Writ of Garnishment upon you. 
In the event you fail to answer, the Plaintiff may apply to the Court for relief against you. 
YOU MAY DELIVER to the officer serving this Writ upon you the money due to Defendant(s) and all other 
personal property of Dcfendant(s) as shown by your answers. You will thereupon be relieved from further liability in 
these proceedings unless your answers to the attached interrogatories be successfully controverted. 
ISSUED this z day of. March, 19_M_. 
CRAIKEUfflWlP 
Clerk of the Court 
(OVER) 
t-v'-t^fi 
73-
<5 <~ 
Deputy Clerk 
